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It has never been doubted, of course, that a marriage in a
foreign country, where local formalities are non-existent or
where those that exist are inapplicable to an English marriage,
is valid if it is contracted in the presence of an episcopally
grdained j^riest or .deacon".1
IV.  MATRIMONIAL CAUSES
Introduction. Pages 349-52.
A. Suits for Nullity of Marriage. Pages 352-83.
B   Suits for Dissolution of Marriage. Pages 383—408.
C.	Suits for Judicial Separation. Pages 408-14.
D.	Suits for Restitution of Conjugal Rights. Page 414.
Introduction
A matrimonial cause is now statutorily defined as an action Before the
for nullity of marriage, divorce, judicial separation, jactitation ^°J^_
of marriage or restitution of conjugal rights.2 In early days menial*
these actions, or suits as they are generally called, raised no ca.us?
-.	.	*         t   i	•	• i       i	raised no
question or private international law, since, with the excep- conflict
tion of divorce a vinculo, i.e. dissolution of marriage, which
was not then recognized, they were all exclusively subject to
the jurisdiction of ecclesiastical courts whose sway extended
throughout western Europe.
4The jurisdiction of the Court Christian', said James L.J., 'was a
jurisdiction over Christians, who, in theory, by virtue of their baptism,
became members of the one Catholic and Apostolic Church. The
Church and its jurisdiction had nothing to do with the original
nationality or acquired domicils of the parties, using the word domicil
in the sense of the secular domicil, viz. the domicil affecting the secular
rights, obligations and status of the parties/3
The jurisdiction depended upon residence. Every person
resident within a diocese was subject to the jurisdiction of the
Bishop. Moreover, not only did the courts administer a law
that was common throughout Christendom, but their judg-
ments were recognized both by secular and ecclesiastical
authorities. This state of affairs came to an end with the Refor-
mation, which disrupted the unity that had previously charac-
terized ecclesiastical law and the courts by which it was
1	Limerick v. Limerick (1863), 32 L.J. (P.M. & A,) 92; Phillips v. Phillips
(1921), 38T.L.R. ISO.
2	Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1925, s. 225.
3	Nibayet v. Nifayet (1878), 4 P.D. i, 4,

